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REMARKS 

Claims 1-84 are pending. In the specification, the paragraphs [0014], [0020], 
[002 1 ] and [0029] have been amended to correct minor typographical errors. No new 
matter has been introduced by the amendment. 

1. Claim Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), And Claim 
Objection 

Claims 1, 14-15, 42, and 54-55 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
over Wen et al. (U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2004/0239846). Claims 4-5, 8-9, 13, 45-46, 49 
and 53 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Wen in view of Park et al. 
(U.S. Pat. Pub. No. 2002/010981 1). Claims 2-3, 6-7, 10-12, 43-44, 47-48 and 50-52 
have been objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. The Applicants respectfully traverse these 
rejections based on the following remarks. 

Wen describes a transflective liquid crystal display in which each unit pixel 
includes a single reflective region (240, 360, or 410) and a single transmissive region 
(250, 370, or 420). That is, in each unit pixel, there are no sub-pixel regions that have 
a transmissive portion and a reflective portion within each of these sub-pixel regions 
(see paragraph 17, lines 6-8; paragraph 18, lines 6-8; paragraph 19, lines 6-8; and 
paragraph 20, lines 6-8). 

In contrast, the transflective liquid crystal display recited in claims 1 and 42 
comprises a plurality of unit pixels, each unit pixel including a plurality of sub-pixel 
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regions, each of the sub-pixel regions including a transmissive portion and a reflective 
portion, the transmissive portions gathered together within each unit pixel. 

In view of the above remarks, the Applicants respectfully submit that Wen 
does not describe all the limitations as recited in claims 1 and 42. Accordingly, the 
rejections against claims 1 and 42 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and the rejections or 
objections against claims 2-15 and 43-55, which all depend firom independent claims 
1 and 42, respectively, are moot and should be withdrawn. 

2. Allowed Subject Matters 

Claims 16-41 and 56-84 are allowed. 

3. Conclusion 

Based on the above remarks, the Applicants respectfully submit that the claims 
are in condition for allowance. The examiner is kindly invited to contact the 
undersigned attorney to expedite allowance. 
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